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ABSTRACT 

The summary descriptions of state programs in 
compensatory education (SCE) contained in this report update 
information presented in the 1981 Bay Area Research Group (BARG) 
report. A more restrictive definition of compensatory education is 
used in this current report, whereby only programs in which a 
specific target population is named and in which district discretion 
in spending state funds is restricted qualified for inclusion. An 
appropriate State Department of Education official from each of the 
23 states BARG included as having an SCE program was interviewed to 
determine any changes since the prior year's report, and data was 
also collected from 10 more states for a total of 33 contacted. Based 
on the tighter definition, it was determined that as of the 1984-85 
school year, 16 SCE programs existed nationwide. Interviews and 
reviews of statistical information were conducted in the following 
categories: (1) State funds (1983-1986); (2) Funding approach/basis 
for allocation; (3) students served; (4) targeting provisions; (5) 
monitoring; and (6^ other special provisions. It was found that there 
has been a modest increase in states* efforts to support special 
instructional programs for disadvantaged children. Statistical and 
descriptive data are presented in tables. (VM) 



********************************************* 

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* from the original document. * 
*********************************************************************** 



ERLC 



DECISION 

RESOURCES 

CORPORATION 



Summary of State 
Compensatory Education 
Programs 

Janie R Funkhouser 
Mary T. Moore 

Submitted to the 
National Institute of Education 
Chapter 1 Study Team 



May 3, 1985 



U S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Office of Educational Research an<j improvement 

EOUCAUONAl RrSOURCES INFORMATION 
^ CEN ER<ERIC> 




nhts documenj has t>een 'ep'oduced as 
'PCeived from rh? person or Ofg^niZaliOn 
ongmahng ir 




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



• Pomrs Of viewo' opinions staled m this doc u 
ment (Jo not necessaniy fppresent Official 
OERi position o' po'ify 



r Minor { hanges have t>epn m;^.le lo improve 
rePfOduCliOn Qu ify 



DECISION 
RESOURCES 

CORPORATION a » . ■ : .. ss 



Stuninary of State Compensatory Education 
Programs 



Janie Funldiouser 
Mary Moore 



Pages 6, 11 and 20: 

Washington State was included in our discussion of trends in 
State funding. Since the progreim in operation in Washington 
during 1979-80 did not meet our criteria for a State Compensatory 
Education program, those funds shoud not have been compared to 
1984-85 f\inds, when the program did meet our criteria- 
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state Compensatory Education( SCE) Programs 
Implemented In 1985-86 



State 



Year 



State Funds 



Funding 
Approach 



Students Served 
Uith SCE Funds 



Targeting 
Provisions 



Ind iana 1985-86 $5, 358, 742 
(serves 2 
grades) 

1986-87 $8,900,661 
(serves 3 
grades) 



Ker.t ucky 1985-86 «13, 000, 000 
1986-87 $13,000,000 



Pennsyl- 1985-86 $28,000,000 
vania 



1986-87 $28,000,000 



Funds are 
allocated on the 
the ba.^is of 
number of students 
in grades 3, 6 and 
8 who score beloM 
the 15th percentile 
on a state mandated 
test. 

A comp. Ed. 
teacher is pro- 
vided for each 13 
students Mho, at 
the end of kinder- 
garten, 1st or 2nd 
grade achieve 26 
percent below the 
acceptable leve^ 
on Essential 
Skills Test. 
Further, a salary 
allotment is made 
for direct aid to 
every 20 students 
Hho, at the end of 
k 1 nderg art en, 1 st 
or 2nd grade 
achieve 10-25 per- 
cent below the 
acceptable score 
on the Essential 
Skills Test. 

Funds are allo- 
cated based on the 
number of students 
in gracies 5 and 
8 who score *jelow 
the cut-off point 
on a state 
mandated tev^t. 



9,000 (estimate) Students served 



18,000 (estimate) 



12,V56 (dupli- 
cated count) 
Not Available 



Not Available 

(duplicated 

counts) 

Not Available 
(dupl icated 
counts) 



are ihose in 
grades 3, 6 and 
8 who score below 
the 15th percentile 
on state mandated 
test. 



Students served are 
those in grades 1-3 
and are identified 
by their scores on 
the Essential 
Skills Test. 



Students served are 
those in grades 3- 
12 who score below 
the cut-off point 



Monitoring 



Joint /Separate- 
AJrainistrat ion 
of Chapter 1 



Notes 



No on-site 
reviews at 
present. 

Super intendents 
arp required to 
account for 
expenditures. 



State staff 
conduct accredi- 
tation monitoring 
once every 5 
years. 



Separate 



Separate 



On-site monitor- Separate 
ing conducted by (on occasion 
state staff on an monitoring is 
infrequent basis, jointly 

conducted) 



Students are tested in 
February and served during 
the summer. Last summer 
students in grades 3 and 6 
were served; this summer 
students in grade 8 will 
also be served. There is 
currently a proposal to 
add grades 1 ard 2. 

Chapter 1 uses mostly pull 
out settings. 

SCE guidelines permit only 
in-clafs settings. 



Since the program is new, 
most students served are 
in grades 4, 6 and 9; 
students do not exit pro- 
gram until they achieve an 
acceptable test sco\ 
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Summary of State Compensatory Education Programs 



Overview 

This report provides a summary description of current 
State programs for disadvantaged students, Tne most 
recent description of state programs for disavantaged 
students was reported in 19bl by Harold Winslow and Susan 
Peterson of the Bay Area Research Group (3ARG) . Their 
findings provided Daseiine data trom which tne updated 
Summary Table (Table Al) evolved. The summary table from 
tne BARG report is also provided in tne appendix 
(Table A6) . 

As the BARG report points out, their study utilized a 
broad detinition of compensatory education (CE) to decide 
which states had programs. Their detinition allowed for 
great variation among states with respect to distribution 
of funds, definition of disadvantagement , and the extent 
to which proper use of funas was specified at tne state 
level. A more restrictive definition of CE was used to 
create tne updated Summary Table: this definition 
required states to specify a target population as well as 
to restrict districts' discretion in spending state 
compensatory education (SCE) funds. For this reason, 8 
SCE programs described in tne BARG report are omitted from 
the current Summary Table: 



With tne exception of Hawaii, tne states omitted 
distributed CE funds through the state basic aid or 
foundation formula (using an additional weignting factor) 
and did net attach strings to the use of the funds 
generated by tne additional weignt. Hawaii's 
"Compreheni^ive School Alienation Program" is designed to 
aid dropouts and potential dropouts, but is not considered 
a CE program by state officials. 

A few cases deserve special mention. In Illinois, CE 
funds are distributed to ail LEAs using a foundation 
formula wnereby uEks receive an additional weignting 
depending on the number of eligible Chapter 1 students. 
Only in Chicago, nowever, must justification be provided 
as to how funds are spent (monitoring), and only in 
Chicago are scnoois targeted to receive services (based on 
the free and reduced price lunch count) . Therefore, while 
tne city of Chicago operaters a state funded CE program. 



Hawaii 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Massachusetts 



Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska, and 
Pennsylvania 
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Illinois was not included in the Summary Table because, on 
a statewide level, tne program does not meet our 
requirements. Additionally, the program operating in 
Washington during 1979-80 was determined not to be a SCE 
program by our standards, but is included in the current 
Summary Table because a new SCE program began in 1^84. 

As stated, the BARG report provided an initial basis 
for compiling data tor tne upw.ated Summary Table. An 
appropriate state Department of Education (SDE) statf 
member was interviewed trom tnose states BARG included as 
having a SCE program (23 states) to determine what 
cnanges/ if any, nave occurred since tne BARG report 
covering the i979-30 school year. Usually, a Director or 
Program Administrator ot tne Cnapter 1 ottice or ot tne 
SCE program office w-as interviewed. 

Interviews lasted anywnere trom 5 to 30 minutes. If 
there was a description of the SCE program in the BARG 
report, tnat description was read to tne respondent, wno 
aither confirmed its accuracy!/, explained inaccuracies, 
or described cnanges tnat nad occurred. If no cnanges 
have taken place, the exact BARG description appears on 
tne Summary Table, in addition, up to date statistics on 
funds and students served were collected. Respondents 
were axso requested to mail a repor t/printout/letter 
containing these statistics; not ail states did so. If a 
description for a new SCE program was needed, tne 
respondent was asKed to provide a short description for 
eacn ot tne categories appearing on tne Summary Table: 



Categories Covered 



Definition 



State Funds i9b3-84 
1984-85 
I9b5-86 



Total dollars state 
allocates on behalf 
of economically and 
educationally disadvantaged 
students. 



Funding Approach/Basis 
for Allocation 



How tne state distributes 
Compensatory Education (CE) 
funds to districts; compo- 
nents of funding formula. 



T7 In a few instances, state officials who were inter- 
viewed reported discrepancies in tne BARG descriptions 
for 1979-80, particularly with respect to the CE 
nature of tne state's program. 
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Categories Covered 

Students Served 1983-84 

ly84-85 

Targeting Provisions 



Detinitio n • 

"^otai number of students 
served by SCS program. 

How students are targeted 
to receive CE services 
(e*g* , standardized 
acmevement test scores) . 



Monitoring wnetner, now or ten, and Dy 

whom districts are 
monitored. 



Otner Speciax Provisions wnether "other provisions'* 

previously applicable (as 
described in BARG table) 
are still operating, and/or 
wnetner any new special 
provisions apply. 



Additionally, respondents in tne 16 states in Table Al 
were asked the following questions about the relationship 
between tne SCE program and tne Chapter 1 program: 



o What grades are served by each? 



o Is there separate or joint administration of 
the two programs by the State Education 
Agency (SEA)? 

o What types of instructional treatment 
settings are used within each program? 

Finally , respondents were asked whether those students 
Who generate state funds are tne same students served by 
these funds. The results of these inquiries are discussed 
in tne body of this paper and do not appear in tne Summary 
'^able. 



Determination of the existence of SCE programs in 
those States otner than tne 23 tor which the BARG report 
described programs was made on the basis of three other 
data sources. The Children's Defense Fund (CDF) collected 
data on SCE programs during early 1984, Chrys Dougherty (a 
student at tne LBJ School ot Pubic policy) gathered 
Chapter 1 data at the state level in mid to lace 1984, and 
tne Education Commission of tne States (ECS) collected 
data during 1980. States in which CDF, Dougherty and ECS 
agreed that no SCE program existed were not re-contacted. 
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If tnere was agreement tnat a SCE program existed, or if 
there was any discrepancy between CDF, Dougherty and ECS 
findings for a particular state, a SDE statf member was 
interviewed. Thus, an additional 10 states, a total ot 
3J, were contacted for tne present data collection 
effort. A list of these states is attached. 



Findings 

As of the 1984-85 school year, 16 SCE programs exist 
nationwide. This number is based on a detinition of 
compensatory education that requires targeting ot ' 
economically and educationally disadvantaged students, and 
the inclusion of specific requirements as to how CE money 
will be spent. Tne attacned "Summary of State 
Participation" (Table A2) outlines states operating SCE 
programs in iy79-B0, states wnere programs began since 
1980, states where SCE programs are planned, and states 
tnat nave aboiisned tneir SCE program. 

The summary indicates the relationships ot the states' 
SCE programs across time. Tnree states initiated SCE 
programs since the BARG survey, Louisiana in 1982-83 and 
South Carolina and Wasnington in 1984-8b* Wisconsin 
phased out its SCE program beginning in the 1979-80 school 
year and currently nas no plans to institute anotner. 
Three other states with no previous program — Indiana, 
KentucKy, and Pennsylvania — will begin SCE programs 
during the 1985-86 school year. Further, the Kansas 
Legislature began nearings in January, 1^85, on a bill to 
establish a program. Thus, by the start of the 1985-86 
scnool year, 19 states will operate SCE programs. This 
number may expand to 2 0 programs, if the Kansas bill 
passes. 

There are 29 states (Wisconsin excluded) which have 
not instituted a CE program, and currently nave no plans 
to do so^ 
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Alaoama 

AlasKa 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

Coloraao 

Dei aware 2/ 

Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Iowa 



Maine 

Massachusetts 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

Hew Hampshite 



New Mexico 
North Carolina 
Oklahcma 
Oregon 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Vermont 

Virginia 

West Virginia 

Wyoming 



Use of Test Scores 

The use of achievement test scores has always been 
more prevalent as a oasis tor targeting stuaents than 
allocating funds, yet the number ot states utilizing test 
scores for both purposes nas increased. During ISTQ-'SO 11 
states (California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, 
Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, 
Texas, and Washington) used test scores to target 
stuaents. C' rently, two additional states (Louisiana and 
South Carolina) use test scores to target students. 

Previously (ii^79-80) seven states (Florida, Georgia, 
Michigan, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, and 
Washington) used test scores to allocate funds. 
Currently, an additional three states (Connecticut, 
Louisiana, and South Carolina) use test scores to allocate 
funds. 

Furthermore, states in which programs are scheduled 
for tne ii^b5-tt6 school year (Indiana, Kentucky, and 
Pennsylvania) make use of test scores in both funding and 
targeting. This retlects a trend noted m the BARG report 
regarding the growing preference for measures of 
performance (as opposed to measures of income) for 
determining allocations to LEAs. 



2/ As the BARG report points out, Delaware's Basic Skills 
Program uses -Basic Skills Units- to support salaries, 
services, and supplies for instruction in reading, 
writing and mathematics. District entitlements are 
based on total enrollment rather than on children 
iaentitied as disadvantaged. While tne state finance 
director reports that most districts use funds to 
support remediation for low achieving stuaents , the 
legislation does not identify a specific target 
population. Tnerefore Delaware's program is not 
included in the Summary Table. 
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Stuaents Served 



Information on trends in the numbers of students 
served by SCE programs is not available due to missing 
values for either 1979-80 or 1984-35, duplicated counts in 
reporting, or the use of numbers eligible rather than 
served. Table Al includes notations regarding the source 
of stuaents served rigures across che states operating SCE 
programs. 

Trendo in State Funding 

Table A3 outlines trends in state funding between the 
Iy79-tt0 and iyB4-85 school years. Adjusted funding levels 
for 1984-85 are also given, using the consumer price index 
(CPI) and iy79-80 as the base year, vmen percentage 
change is computed using actual dollars, only tour states 
for which computation is possible^/ (Connecticut, 
Michigan, Ohio, and Utah) show a decline in funds. 
However, using the adjusted 1984-85 figure, all states 
except two, Texas and Washington, experience a substantial 
decline in funding — ranging trom a low negative 
percentage cnange ot 1.6 in Georgia, to a high negative 
percentage change of 51.4 in Ohio. The abnormally high 
positive percentage cnange of 415.6 in Texas is due to two 
factors: 

1. A large amount of money (35 percent of the 
totax aixocation) is geared toward general 
administration, which previously was not 
allowed; and 

2. New tutorial programs were instituted for 
low achievers as a result of recent 
educational retorm etforts underway in Texas. 

Washington's positive percentage cnange can be 
explained by the advent of completely new program 
practices in iytt4-85. 

Trends in Federal Funding 

Table A4 presents trends in Feaeral funding of 
Chapter 1 programs, again presenting 1984-85 funds in both 
actual and adjusted dollars; comparisons are possible for 



2/ Calculations are not possible for California due to 
tne fact tnat Caiitornia combines CE and bilingual 
allocations into one figure. 
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all 16 states with operational SCE progrr s. When the 
percentage change between 1979-80 and 198^-85 is computed 
using actual dollars, only two states, North and 
South Carolina, show a negative percent change in 
funding. When the adjusted 1984-85 figure is used, all 16 
scates experienced a decline in purchasing power of 
Federal funds — the highest decline of 41,5 percent in 
South Carolina, and the lowest, 6,8, in Florida, 

Comparison of Federal and State Funding Trends 

The relationship between Federal and state funding 
levels is complicated. An inspection of the actual 
percentage growth and/or decline in both Federal and state 
CE funds from 1979-80 through 1984-85 (13 states had 
funding data to compare across this period) reveals that 
in seven states as Federal funds increased so did state 
funds (see Tables A3 and A4) . Four states decreased their 
state CE funds in this period at the same time Federal 
funding increased. Only one state (North Carolina) 
increased state funds as Federal Chapter 1 funds 
declined. When adjusted state and Federal funding figures 
are used, only two states (Texas and Washington) show a 
positive level of SCE funding growth against a backdrop of 
declining Federal support. A third state (Georgia) shows 
considerably less decline in its SCE funds when these ace 
adjusted for inflation than in its Federal Chapter 1 
allocation. Although more in-depth investigations are 
necessary to specify how Federal funds influence SCE 
funding decisions, comparisons of percentage change for 
the periosl of years indicated suggests that both SCE and 
Federal Chapter 1 funding have suffered declines in terms 
of adjusted dollars from 1979-80 through 1984-85. 

State Funds as a Proportion 
of Federal Fund¥ 

Table A5 presents both state and Federal funds (actual 
dollars) for both 1979-80 and 1984-85, as well as the 
proportion of Federal funds constituted by state funding 
for both school years. The table indicates that for the 
majority of states SCE funds equaled 25 percent or less of 
Federal Chapter 1 funds. During 1979-80, eight states for 
which comparisons are possible (Connecticut, Georgia, 
Michigan, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Texas, Utah, and 
Washington) allocated funds equal to 25 percent or less of 
Federal Chapter 1 funds. Three states (New Jersey, 
New York, and Ohio) allocated funds equal to 45 percent or 
more of Federal Chapter 1 funds. New Jersey allocated the 
highest percentage of Federal Chapter 1 funds (82.0), and 
North Carolina the lowest (8.6). 
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During 1984-85, nine states for which comparisons are 
possible (Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 
Michigan, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Utah, and 
Washinc,ton) , allocated funds equal to 25 percent or less 
of Federal Chapter 1 funds. Four states (New Jersey, 
New York, South Carolina, and Texas) axlocated funds equal 
to 45 percent or more of Chapter 1 funds* Texas allocated 
the highest percentage of Chapter 1 funds — 128.3, 
followed clos ''ly by South Carolina — 123.5. The Texas 
figure is in line with their large increase in state 
funding (Table A3) , and South Carolina just instituted 
their program in 1984-85, so that "start up" costs may be 
reflected. The lowest percentage of Chapter 1 funds was 
illocated by Utah — 7.4. While most states' funding 
proportions stayed within a band of 10 percentage points 
for both 1979-80 and 1984-85 r two states showed changes 
that exceeded this range (Ohio and Texas) . 

The Relationship between SCE 
and Chapter 1 

Grades Served , The following seven states reported 
that the SCE and Chapter 1 programs served students in 
grades K-12: 



In Connecticut pre-K was also served. This is not to say 
that at the district level all of these grades are always 
served by the two programs, but rather that the same 
unrestricted options apparently are available to local 
program administrators. It may be that respondents in 
these states were not sure of existing differences; three 
of the^e states — Georgia, Ohio, and Texas — reported 
separate administration of the programs by the SEA, 
suggesting the possibiity that the individual responding 
may not have known particular policies relevant to the 
othor program. 

An aduitional nine states provided more specific 
answers about grades served by SCE and Chapter 1: 



California 
Connecticut 
Georgia 
New YorK 



Ohio 

Rhode Island 
Texas 
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state 



Grades Served 
SCE 



Grades Served - 
Chapter 1 



Florida 
Louisiana 
Maryland 
Michigan 
New Jersey 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Washington 
Utah 



usually 7-12 
2, 3, 4, 5 
usually K-6 



1-6 

pre-K-12 



K-10 
K-12 
9-12 

1- 6 

2- 9 



K-i2 
K-12 



pre-K-12 



mostly 9-12 



K-12 
K-12 
K-12 
K-12 



Program Administration , Separate versus joint 
administration of SCE and Chapter 1 programs refers to 
whether or not the same SEA supervisory staff oversees 
both programs. 

Seven states report distinctly separate administration: 



All of these states except one, Georgia, also operate 
the two programs out of separate offices. 

Eight states report joint program administration: 



All ot these states operate both programs out of the 
same office. New York deserves special mention — a 
distinct unit supervises the SCE program, but program 
monitoring is performed jointly. The two programs are 
housed in the same ottice. 

Instructional Treatment Settings . This inquiry did 
not produce any real variety ot response. As one would 
expect, most states report that local districts use their 
own discretion as to the use of mainstream versus pull-out 
settings for both the SCE and Chapter 1 programs, A few 
respondents provided more detinitive answers: 



* Georgia will switch to joint administration by Fiscal 
Year 1987. 



Florida 
Georgia* 
Louisiana 
North Carolina 



Ohio 

Texas 

Utah 



California 
Connecticut 
Maryland 
Michigan 



New Jersey 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
Washington 
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Georgia — Chapter 1 uses pull-out settings entirely; 
SCE uses both. 

Maryland — both programs use mostly mainstream 
settings. 

Rhode Island — both programs predominately use 
pull-out settings. 

Utah — SCE uses mostly mainstream settings. 
Chapter 1 uses both options. ~ ■ 

Dollars Generated and Students Served-SCE . Compar ing 
funding approaches with targeting provisions prompted the 
question of whether those students who generated the SCE 
fr Ids were, student by student, those who received 
remedial services. For example, in Ohio funds ere 
generated on the basis of economic factors (AFDC count), 
while children served are those -in greatest educational 
need." On the ocner hand, in South Carolina, funds are 
both generated by and serve those who score below a 
certain level on the statewide assessment test* One must 
bear in mind that there is likely to be some overlap 
between tnose generating funds and those served even when 
different criteria are used for funds allocation and 
program eligibility. Our attempt here is to list those 
states in which dollars generated by a student unquestion- 
ably serve that student. Based on th6ir responses, tive 
states clearly meet this condition: 

Louisiana 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 



Conclusions 

This update of SCE programs relied on a more 
restrictive detinition of the characteristics of a 
compensatory education program than did the previous 
documentation. Even using this tighter definition, we 
found a modest increase over the past six years in states* 
etforts to support special instructional programs for 
disadvantaged children. This increased interest, in part, 
rerlects the impact of broader state-level educational 
reform packages that seek to ensure proficiency in 
academic skills through the imposition of testing and 
remediation mandates. The following bullets reiterate the 
major tindings that resulted from this current analysis of 
SCE programs: 
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o 16 SCE programs existed nationwide as of 
1984-85; three additional states will 
initiate SCE program in 1985-86 with one more 
likely to come into existence in 1986-87, 
All told 20 SCE programs are likely by the 
close of the 1985-86 school year, 

o SCE programs commonly use achievement: scores 
as a basis for funds allocation and 2:;tudent 
eligibility. Income is less frequently used 
for these purposes. 

o Estimates of the number of students served by 
SCE funds (separate from Chapter 1) are 
imprecise in many states as a result of 
nonreporting, duplicate counts and the 
practice of counting eligible students as 
opposed to those actually served . 

o When dollars are adjusted to a base year of 
1979-80, most states have experienced 
declines in both Federal and state funds for 
CE. Two states, Texas and Washington, have 
not witnessed a decline in their SCE funds, 
however , due to their increased state 
appropriations more than offsetting the 
effects of inflation. 

o No particular trend is evident with respect 
to the impact of changed levels of Federal 
Chapter 1 support on state spending for CE. 

o In the majority of states, state funds for CE 
are proportionately less than Federal funds. 
In two states. South Carolina and Texas, 
state funds exceeded Federal Chapter 1 
allocations in 1984-85. 

o States vary in their SCE policies with 
respect to grades targeted, instructional 
settings, and joint versus separate state 
level administration of Chapter 1 and the CE 
program. 



Programs to Begin in 1985-86 

Three states currently without SCE f ^-^rams will begin 
to operate programs in the 1985-86 schoo] ar. 
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Indiana' s Basic Skills Testing and Remediation Program 
IS still under aevelopmeiit . Enough funds will be 
allocated to remediate 15 percent of students in need in 
each LEA, and funding is estimated at a per-pupil amount 
of §200. The program will focus on third and sixth grade 
stuaents, and on stuaents in one otner grade that has not 
yet been determined. The funding tormuia as well as 
targeting provisions will utilize test scores, although 
the appropriate cut-off score has not yet been 
determined. Monitoring specit ications have not yet been 
determined. 

Kentucky' s SCE program will focus on students in 
grades 1 and 2. Program appropriations total 16 million 
dollars. Money will be allocated in the following manner: 

A CE teacner is provided for each 13 students who, at 
the end of kindergarten, 1st, or 2nd grade, achieve 26 
percent below the acceptable level on the Essential Skills 
Test* Further, a salary allotment is made for direct aid 
to every 20 stuaents who, at the end of kindergarten, 1st, 
or 2nd grade, achieve 10-25 percent below the acceptable 
score on the Essential Skills Test. These test score 
cutoff points are also used to target students. 

Procedures for monitoring districts nave not yet been 
determined. 

Pennsylvania' s SCE program will allocate 24 million 
dollars to districts m two ways: 

1. $17 raillion will be allocated on the basis 
of each LEA's current proportion of state 
aid, and 

2. $7 million will be allocated on the basis of 
the numoer of students scoring below the 
cutoff level on the statewide achievement 
test. 

Test scores will also be used to target students; students 
in grades tnree, tive^ and eight will be served. State 
staff will monitor a sample of districts once a year. 
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The following states were contacted by Decision 
Resources regarding state compensatory education: 



Alaska 

California 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisi ana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusettes 

Michigan 

Minnesota 



Missouri 

Nebraska 

New Jersey 

New York 

North Carolina 

Ohio 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode island 
South Caroiiua 
Texas 
Utah 

Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming* 



ERLC 



-13- 

20 



&U»ttAllY or i»TArk-rUNMlD L0»«OISAT0ftY eDUCATlON PftOQtAHS 



Ptd«r«l find* 
(HlUloas) 



(HllUooa) 



PuQ^lQt Approach 



SCudcDta Served 
with SCk ^uoda 



1964-83 
1983-96 
(propoaed) 



3U0.0 l!>9.0 SUCc Act tor DlMdvsntsts<t H/S-BU 

333.2 182.0* Chlldreo: ForauU coapurlot HH3-84 

361.3 187. S proporcloo ot low 1qco«« 1984-83 
N/A N/A fMlllea Co StsCt CotsU. 



30.9 
32.8 
38.7 
N/A 



1979-80 

1983- 84 

1984 - 8 S 
1983-8'« 

(proposed - with •ddlCloMl 
3 at 11 ion for auaacr prograa) 



1979-80 

1983- 84 

1984- 83 
1983-86 
(proposed) 



7.0 Educatloo kvaliuCloo and 1979-BU 

4.2 ReMdlal Aaalataoct Act 1983-84 

6.4 Porwjla co«par««: (1) 1984-83 

10.4 proportloo of low Iocom and 

APOC faallUa Co jtatt CoCala, 
(2) proportloo of atudcota 
falllof below StaU level of 
aspccud ptrforMOce oo 9ch 
grade proflclcocy teat 
(SLOPk). The two coaparlaooa 
arc avaraged to dcteraloe 
allocatloa of funda. 

ii2.7 i8.3 PiAda ara allocated oo the 197<^-80 

121.U 37.8 beala of the ouaber of 1903-84 

131.6 34.4 atudcQta wiio acore at or 1904-83 

N/A N/A below the 23th percentile oo 

th« State Studcat Aaaeaaacat 
Teata, aa<! the fuoda arc ao 
catUlcaeot to each dlatrlct. 



N/A 

^tudanta aarved 
by State aDd 
Federal fuoda 
are oot counted 
acparately. 



14,000 cat. 
9,000 eat. 
N/A 



N/A 

261,430 
N/A 



Targatlof Provlalooa 



Low locOM etudaota acorlng 
below aecood quartUe oo State 
aaaeaaaaat. Priority to early 
fradea. 



All partlclpaota auat acore 
below 23rd pcrceotllt oo a 
atandardUad teat. 



LfcA'a Ideotlfy partlctpanta, 
aa if«ll thoae "at rlak,' o: 
the baala of &tatc Studeot 
AaaaaaacQt Teat acorca. 



NoQltorlng 



Other Special Provlalooa 



Loaprahtaalve profraa review 
vlalta to achoola by ouf 
aide afeoclaa or local ataff 
froa a dlffereot dlatrlct at 
approMlaatcly 3-year 
iQtervala. state ataff 
tralo thoae who aooltor. 

Protraa end State level 
ataff aooltor oa*-thlrd of 
all dlatrlcta every year. 



tunda to be uaed for 
auppleaeotary educatlooal 
prograaa . 



Once evary fiv* yeara. State Lhapter 1 guldelloea govcra 
atafl audita Olatrlrta. eipendlturca. 

Once tvery year, dlatrlcta 
provide pcrforaaocc 
kvaliMtloo tcporta. 

Once every year. State 
an^iycca St«te Aaaeaa#«At 
Teat acorea uaed to Identify 
partlrlpaota. 

Once every year, Jlatrlrta 
provide a floaticlal auaaary. 



Lhaagea Since 1979-80 



Nooltorlog no longar aoo« by 
State DepartMnt of tducatloo 
(SOe) ataff. 



Coapartaoo lovolvlog atatc- 
wlde aaaeaaaeot teat la an 

additional factor In (uodlog 
approach. 

Targeting no loogcr rc^ulrea 
731 of particlpanta aeet the 
free alU/lunch criteria. 



' Callfornla'a SCt allocation flgurea include allocatlona for bilingual education (it la not po»»ltlf to veparate (uoda lor the two progranaj. 



P.2 



SuMcry of StatvFunded Coap«aMtorjr tducacloa ProtrcM (cont.) 



Scact Puoda 



rundlof Approach 



Studtota Served 
vlth see Puoda 



Targetlag frovUlooa 



HoQltorlog 



Ochar Special Frovlalooa 



Chaoiaa Si oca 1V7^I0 



Caortla 



1983-M 
1994 -AS 

(propoacd) 



83.) 
78. & 
8S.9 
H/A 



12.7 
17.2 
18.1 
23.0 



Maryland 



1979-80 


90.1 


H/A 


1983-84 


83.3 


).0 


1984-8) 


102.6 


8.8 


1985-86 


N/A 


N/A 


(propoaad) 






lV79-eO 


)3.6 


14.7 


1M3>84 


)0.0 


).) 


1984>8) 


)).2 


14.8 


19B)>a6 


N/A 


li.i 


(propoacd) 







formila baaad oo Ch« ousbcr 
it aCudMCa (allUg to 
achlava a carcalo acora oo 
cbr SUCa Crlcarloa 
ia(ar«tK«l TaaC la rcadlog 
aWor With U cha 4cb aod 
8tb grtidaa, aa wall aa on tha 
ttiMbar of atudaoca falllag to 
achlava a carta^a acora os 
tba lOtb grada taalc Skllla 
Taat (ailt aiaa). tacb cblld 
falling a«y of tha tbraa 
taata ganarataa a dollar 

for tha local ayatc«. 



197»-bO 
1983-84 



158,000 

laadlog: )3,1U7 

Hath: 43,667 

(dupllcatad 

couota) 

N/A 



AUocatlooa ba»«d oo tha 
ausbar of atudaota falllog to 
achlava a ccrtalo parforcMocc 
ataodard oa the Stata taalc 
Skllla Taat. 



AUocatloo foraula utllUlOK 
par p*ip£l aaouat baaad oo tha 
ouaber of Chapttr 1 allglblaa. 



1979>80 

1983- 84 

1984- 8) 



H/A 

19,604 

33.9«9 



Nuabara ara raocdlatloo 
uolta , not atudrota atrvrd; 
ooa atudaot cao coeatltuta 
Bora thae ooa uolt. 

1979-80 16,000 aat . 
1V83-84 17,970 aat. 
1V84-8) 17,07) aat. 



Chlldrao U gradca IHI Oaca every five yeara, aacb 

Id-^otlflad through LEA oeeda LBA la aooltored by a Stata 
aaacaaaaot aa neadlog apaclal cooaultaot. 
aaalatMCa to achlava at lavcl 
•oaparabla to othaia tbalr age. 
Studeraa aarvad lo -radaa 9-12 
ara thoaa falllog t a taalc 
Skllla Taat lailt asM). 



Thoae chlldreo falllog to State ataff aonltor a achool 

achlava a ccrtalo acorc oo the level aaaple froo evary 
Stata taalc Skllla Taat. ayat«« once a year. 



Puoda to b« uaad prlaarlly for 
aalarlaa of Inatructlooal 
paraoQoal to provide aupple- 
Motary roMdlal aervlcae. 



Chapter 1 eligible acboole or Vlalta to achoola by State 
achooU with educetlooal oeede ataff, colocldlng with 
baaed oo etaodardUed teete. Oiepter 1 review vlalta. 
Target etudeote ere preklodcr- 
gartco-12,^ ccoooalcally aod 
educetlooally dleadveoteged, 
Ideatlfled through etaAdardUed 
taata or State fuoctlooal 
reedlog teata. 



Tha bulk of see fuoda la 
ua«d to hire pareoosel to 
provide direct laatnictlooal 
atrvlcae. 



FtMdleg forsule eo loager 
epaclflaa iS to 20 objactlvee 
that auat be achlevad o« the 
4tb grede reeding yortlo* of 
the Stete Crlterlo* teferenced 
Teet. 

funding forsula ae «*all aa 
targeting provlalooa have been 
eipaodad to leclude ecoree oe 
lOtb grede taelc SklUe Teet 
(eelt exes). 



New SC£ program bagar lo the 

1982-83 achool yeer. 



While Cha fuodleg foraule It- 
mmlt hae oot changed, the 
doUer e»ouat ^r pupil haa 
Increeeed; the *) yeer 
Incrceee In Stete eld to 
Educetloo,' taklat effect In 
1984-8), ceuead ee lecreeee 
of t2)/chlld b«t«Mee 19i3-«4 
aod 1984-8). 

Target etudeote changed fro* 
K-12 to prc-Klodargertca-W. 

sec fueda were et one tl«e 
divided eo*ewhat equally 
batween direct Inetructlooal 
eervlcca and eupport ectlvl- 
tlea. No7*3lrcct Inatruc- 
tlooel acrvlcca take 
precedence. 
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StMMrr of Slilr-futMlrd Co«p#ni«lory Cdurallea ftogfm* (conf.) 



(Nlllleei) 



(proceed) 



(p'opoard) 



1 U.O 
N/A 



Stud««t« Srrvrd 
with set rundt 



n/A Drnalty Atd (t«ltl«Mrr): 

'•^ rrovlatoo of b«alr aid 

iO.t lor«Mila glvra p«r pupil 

11.2 ■llocaCloo k««*d oa 

»«rolitteat. Fimdi arr lo 
•ddtcloo to the*^ lid. 

12.9 p«r pupti MMtuiC Wo^d oo 

22.9 oy*Wr of low Khiivrri o« 

2^.0 St«t« ■■■••MM«t. with 

n/A lJ.7t or •orv X-IO ttudcoti 

In lo« grhUyloi iroup mt* 

rlUlbU. 



I9/9-80 131. M4 
IHBi-Bk 101.228 
lW-85 104,5^7 

rillirr tK*n ■rrvvd 
■ rr r«fort*<l. 



l9;9-80 
IMi-SA 
1984-85 

(propo»«d ) 



I9;9.$0 
19B)-84 
1904-85 
I9fl)-Bt 
( p(opoir<t) 



«).3 
94.8 

iu;.s 

N/A 



312. S 
N/A 



80.0 
88.0 

n/A 



1H.9 
181.0 
1/7. t 

n/A 



ronMiU <o«tlata of: Nuakcr l<#/S-80 )4U.)0i 

of pupllt cllgUla. atilCl- 1<#8> 8« 1/2J44 

plltd by Ch« ■d4ltioo«l ro«t 1184.83 N/A 

factor (.18) for SCt, mUI- 

pllrd br Ch« State avarag* 

art rurrani aapanar budgat 

per puptl. ^llglbla aCudanta 

arr ihoaa racrlvlag AfOC and 

CHoaa W|o« atasdard oa cK' 

MtfllM ftaalr SklUa TaaC aod/ 

or choar la aa approved set 

pr^ra* of tl«« prior r«*r. 

Stataa* baalr aid foraula l^lH-iO 4/0. OW 

8iv«i atttdaola a<orlag tviow lVttJ-S4 itO,ll> 

aUlMl roSfMTtrarr Irvrl oe |VII4-8i N/A 

Stat* aaa«aa*eat addltlooal 

welgbt Ing of .Jb. 

Allpcatloaa ar« WiMd oo the 

rosbloed total nwsb*. (alllog 

teat divided br thr lutal 

nuaber taklog ( aay aludent 

laillag or taklog the leal 

beti*een IHff-H and I'lBO'ttl). 
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rarfellng Truvlalona 



Moollor ing 



OII»er Special Pru«lalo«ta 



Channea Mnre IHfH-W 



r%.n ihirda of Oenally Aid 
■ llorailon t»e uae«J for 

Cocp td . 



The prlMrr target group la 
atwdaala oae or mot* yeara 
below grade lavrl (rirepi 
gradaa K-I), a<orlog la 
tl*e loveat ^uartlle, or 
■tudeata 'deaooatrat log oeed 
of rea4lneaa.' 



Cloaelr roordlnaled wHh 
Chapter t wMllorlng. rarh 
dlatrUt la vlalird every 
other yrar. 



In the paal. UAa wltli ur 
•ore K-7 atudeata were ellglbla 
for funding. 

Stipulation that V)t of lunda 
•uat be apeal le Chapter 1 
arhooia haa been resuved t roa 
I he lawa an*! fro* the rulea 



Sludeeta lo gradaa K-11 who 
arure below e^ulvaleal State* 
wide alaodarda la readlag aod 
••th are aeUrtcJ for 
partl<lpalloa. 



The •ofiltorlng proceaa 
laplesenled In Jan^Mry 1184 
aaaurea thai avery dlairlrt 
will have beeo aoolcorrd by 
Dereaber MB); thoae 
approved receive a 3 «ear 
rerllf iralloa 



Teaching alaff tralnleg la 
required 



funding fcrauta reaalea llie 
aaae. bul tite additional roat 
•ultlptler for SCI la rlianged 
fro* II to .18. 

New aonltorlng ayatea 
laple*enled In January l<#04. 



LUa Uenlify partlrlpanta on 
the baala ol aiaodardlred 
leala. 



Annual vlalla to UAa by 
Stale alaff. 



run4a 'atirlbutable* to 
aperlal rv#r4a atu«lenla sgat be 
apeni on prograaa fur theae 
at^eola . 



Tulal nuaber ol teat takera 
and fallurea uaed la lundlMg 
forauta liaa baea changed to 
Inrlwde anyone taklog or 
lelling teal between iHff /« 
and iVttU 81. ihia rliange 
afleria lH9*i 8) aid. 
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SuBMTy o( StAte'Funded ocn^naatory Educatloa ProgriM (coot.) 



Ifderal fuoda State fuoda Stu.leota beririd 

(NllUooa) (NlMlooa) Fundint Approach with SCfc. Funda Targeting Provlalona Monitoring Other Special Provlalons Chan^ea bliice If1*i-B0 



North Carolina 1979-80 


93.2 


6.U 




Formula ba&ed on ouaber of 


1979 


80 


N/A 


Partlcipanta loclude atudeota 


Uoacheduled vialta to LEAa The SCE prograa doea not 


1983-8* 


82.3 


7.H 




Uth gradera falllog State 


1963- 


84 


N/A 


failing teac (required for 


by S'ate ataff. follow Ch. 1 guldellnea 


1964-83 


eo.i 


6.6 




coapeteocy teat *tkd aeverlty 


1984- 


85 


121, 03< 


dlploM) aod 9th aod 10th 




l96)-86 


N/A 


N/A 




of failure. 








graocra identified by LEA aa 




(propoaed) 
















potential fallurea. 




Ohio 1979-80 


96.5 


57.0 




Dlaadvantaged Pupil Prograa 


1979- 


80 


625.000 


Target atudenta are thoae io 




1961-84 


103.7 


4U.0 


eat. 


Fund forsula baaed on nuabcr 


198 3 


84 


N/A 


"greateat educational need' in 


diatricta to (1) perfora 


196483 


112.6 


40.U 


eat. 


of AfDC children. LEAa with 


1984- 


85 


N/A 


Chapter 1 eligible buildioga. 


alte vialta Co review End-of- 


198)'86 


N/A 


40.0 


eat . 


either 50 or aore AFDC 








A local aeeda aaaeaaaent 1* 


Year prograa analyala, (2) 


(propoaed) 








children or 101 AFDC children 








perforBed,^ but there i* >io 


review fiacal reporta. 










are eligible. 








preacribed criteria for acorea 


Every diatrict vialted at 



Rhode la land 



1979-60 
1963-84 

1984- 85 

1985- 66 
(propoaed) 



10.4 2.0 Prograa appropriation ia 

1(1.8 2.0 aultlplled by ratio of LLA 

11.2 2.0 Chapter 1 entitlement to 

N/A 2.0 State total. 



7.200 eat. 
N/A 
N/A 

Predicted drop of 200 
partlcipanta a year. 



1979-80 
l98J'84 
1984-85 



S<Mith Carolina 1979-80 56.0 N/A Funda allocated oo a per 

1983-64 50.2 N/A pupil baaia at two different 

1964-85 49.0 60.5 funding levela Ccoapenaatory' 

1985-86 N/A N/A and 'reacdiaT) aod within 

(propoaed) five categorlea. The 

categoriea are claaalfled by 
a coabinatlon of grade level 
and percentile rack on the 
Coaprehenaive Teat of Baaic 
Skilla. 



neceaaary to participate. 

Defined by educational and 
econoalc criteria. Generally 
aiallar to Chapter 1. 



leaat once a year. 

Vialta CO LEAa by State 
ataft to review 
Chapter 1 and Section 4 



1979~8U N/A SCudenta in gra>1ea 1-12 are Office of Finance aonitora 

198J-H4 N/A targeted for either co** each dlacricc once • year. 

1984-85 257.411 penaatory or reaedlal education Prograa aonitoring ia 

Studenta e lljlble , rather participation b«a<»d oo their perforaed for 251 of all 

than aerved, are reported. ^^.Qrea In leading and/or aatli diatricta each year. 

Nuab^rr reported la on the Coaprehenaive Teat of 

duplicated count. b„1c SklUa. 



I FA* rank achoola with flrat 
priority given Co Chapter 1 
achoola, aecond priority to 
other Chapter 1 eligible 
achoola. State fuoda aay 
augacnt eilating prograaa or 
lapleMnt new one*. 0tli«r 
achoola aay be served if nceda 
at priority achoola are vet. 

SCE funda deaigncd Co coaple- 
acnt Chapter 1 funda to pro- 
vide aervlcea to all atudeota 
needing recedlation. 



SCE prograa began In the 
1984*85 achool year. 



1979*80 244.4 42.9 Allocatlooa baaed on a per- 

1983- 64 235.9 51.6 pupil aaount uaing the 

1984- 85 248.9 319.4 prevloua year*a b* alx 

1985- 86 N/A 341.^ ^nth average enroliacnt in 
(propoaed) the national achool lunch 

prograa fur free or reduced 
price lunch. I'oraula uvea 
ADA aultlplled by an adjuated 
baalc atlotacnt, aultlplled 
by .2. 



1979-HO 190.000 eat. 

1983- 84 1.1 a. eat. 

1984- 85 i.l a eat. 
Stud.*nta eligible , 
rathei than aerved. 



Studenta perforalng below 
diatrict expectancy levela la 
baalc aklUa are Identified 
through State aad/ur local 
tevtlng prograaa. 



Vlalca by State ataff to 
audit expendlturea at leaat 
once every 5 yeara. and to 
aonitor accredatlon at leaat 
once every J yeara. 



Funds auat be uaed for 
Inatruct tunal prograaa *o 
laprove perforaance In 
eaaentUl laoguage and aath 
coapetenclea. Kxpendlturea 
for auppllea and equlpaeiit 
auat b« Juatlfled. 35t ot b( b 
aoney aay be apent on general 
adalnlatratlon. 



Opdated luncti count* now uned 
Prevlouaty, expendlturea tor 
general «dalnlatrat Ion were 
prohibited 
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iMMry of StAte-Fuiflrd Com^mnHuxr Fducntton ftonfmt (cont.) 



Federal Fuodt 
(Hll tloni) 



State ?m6t 
(Nlllloflc) 



Fwidlns Approach 



Stuilente Served 
vlth S< F Fundi 



1979-60 
1963-64 
1984>65 
196^-86 
( proposed) 



10.2 
to. 9 
12.1 
N/A 



I .0 
.9 

I U 



Waahlnftton 


1979-80 


41.6 


6.7 




1963-64 


44.9 


Block Craat 




I984-8S 


4ft. i 


10.5 




198V-86 


N/A 


12.0 



llA ahare e^u«ta nusber of 197<#'60 

weighted pupil itoita ttsea 1983-84 

ratio of diaadTiotated puptta lS84-8^ 
In LCA to State total, Dia- 
advaotase ia defined by a 
coabioatioa of educational 
aod aoclo-ecofloaic criteria. 



Two aeparate foraulaa 'ir 1979-80 

atudeo « lo gradea 2-6 and 1983-84 

atwdefita in gradea 7-*^. 1984-83 
•oth foraulaa utilize a per* 
pupil aaount baaed on enroll- 
meat and Statewide aaaeaawent 
acorea. Gradea 7-9 uae 
additional auitiplier. 



).000 eat. 
3,238 

n/a 



32.352 
N/A 

3U.000 eat. 



Targeting Provtaiooa 



Hon i t or i n g 



Other Special Proviaiona 



Change* Sloce 197'^-80 



Studeata froa low-incose 
faailiea. foater children, 
neglected and delloqueot 
children, «od AFDC chfldrca 
wtio achieve far below the 
average level for their age. 



Studcnta in gradea 2-6 who 
acore below grade level in 
baalc akilla achievement. 
Studenta ic gradea 7-S> who 
•core In loweat quartlle on 
Statewide aaaeaaaeat. 



ForM and guideliaea 
aiailar to thoae uaed at 
Federal level, with viatta 
to LEAa bjr State ataff. 
Targctiog and aonitoring 
procedurea arc not 
rigoroualy enforced. 



Dlatricta •ooitor'd by 
Stat* ataff at Uaat once 
every three yeaia. 



see ta one of a nuabcr of 
'Special Furpoae Optionala.' 
LEA re'vivca ita •ntitteaecc 
under ail prograaa mt a block 
grant; the State (ttnda may b« 
uaed to aupport any coabio- 
atioo of the prograaa covered. 
LFA auat follow guidelinea for 
the prograaa it chooaea to 
iapieacnt . 



A new sec prograa focualng, 
on gradea lC-12, wfll begin in 
the 1985-86 school year. 

In 1983-64, aoney for SCE waa 
in the fora of a State block 
grant. Thua . the 1984-65 SCh 
prograa Is a coaplete change 
in prograa practicea. 



Snurcea: Vinalnw. Harold R. Jr.. and Feterao.^, Suaan H. 8ay Area Research Crovip, I98I: chlMrenn Defence Fund 1984, Educntion CoaL'iaaion of the 
States 1980. rhrys Ootigherty. LW arhool of Public Policy, 1984, and Telephone Interviewa by Deciaion Reaourcea ataff with State Chapter 
1 or CoapensAtory FdurAtion offtctala (or appropriate referrala). 
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State Conpensatory Education 
Programs Identified by BARG 
(1979-80) 



State Compensatory Education 

Programs Identified by DR 
(more restrictive definition) 
1984-85 



New Programs 
(Year Begun) 



New Programs Planned 
(Year Scheduled) 



Programs Abolished 
(Year) 



California 

Connecticut 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Maryland 

Massachuset tPS 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Nebraska 

New Jersey 

New York 

North Carolina 

Ohio 

Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Texas 
Utah 

Washington 
Wisconsin 



California 
Connecticut 
Florida 
Georgia 



Maryland 
Michigan 



New Jersey 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 

Rhode Island 

Texas 

Utah 



Indiana (1985-86) 



Pennsylvania (1985-86) 



Louisiana (began 1982-83) 

South Carolina (began 1984-85) 
Washington (began 1984-85) 



Louisiana (1982-83) 

South Carolina (1984-85) 
Washington (1984-85) 



Wisconsin (1979-80 
began phase out) 



Kentucky (1985-86) 
Kansas* 



N»23 



N-16 



N-3 



N-4 



N-1 



Depends on outcome of 1985 legislative vote. 
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TABLE fl3 

TRENDS IN STPTE FUNDING OF COHPENSflTORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
1979-M TO 19a*-85 
(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 



198A-85 





1979-88 


1984-85 


ADJUSTED % 


i CHANGE ACTUAL » 


i CHANGE ADJI 


STATE 


ACTUAL » 


ACTUAL » 


(1979-80 BASE) 



79-80 TO 84-85 


79-80 TO 84- 


CQNCCTICUT 




7.0 




6.4 


4.4 


-8.6< 


-37. \i 


FLORIDA 


28.5 


34.4 


23.8 


20.7Jt 


-16.5Jt 


GEORGIA 


12.7 


18.1 


12.5 


42. 5< 


-1.6Jt 


LOUISIANA 


NA 


8.8 


6.1 


NA 


NA 


MARYLAND 


14.7 


14.8 


10.2 


8. 7Jt 


-38. 6> 


MICHIGAN 


32.9 


24.0 


16.6 


-27.1JC 


-49.5Jt 


NEU JERSEY 


68.3 


88.0 


60.9 


28.81C 


-18.8Jt 


NEU YORK 


136.9 


177.6 


123.0 


29.7Jt 


-18.2* 


NORTH CAROLINA 


B.0 


8.8 


6.1 


10. 0X 


-23.8Jt 


OHIO 


57. e 


40.0 


27.7 


-29. 8> 


-51.4Jt 


RHODE ISLAND 


2.8 


2.0 


1.4 


e.w 


-38.8% 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


NA 


60.5 


41.9 


NA 


NA 


1IXAS 


42.9 


319.4 


221.2 


644. 5JC 


415. 6Jt 


UTAH 


i.e 


0.9 


e.6 




-48.0Jt 


WASHINGTON 


6.7 


10.5 


7.3 


56.7JC 


9.0X 



«1 ij 
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TABLE (H 

TRENDS IN FEDERflL FUNDING OF COHPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
1979-88 TO 19W-85 
(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 



198A-85 





1 ntn n A 




RDJUoTcD » 


> LnHNot HtiUNL 9 


> LnHNDt Hl/JLR 


CTftTC 

STflTc 


APT! lAI A 




/fQTO-oa Dflcri 
Uyfj-lW DHbtJ 


f^cn lU 05 Oj 


7Q.aa Tfi OA 


CRLIFORNIR 


$398.0 


f3ol. J 






"lo.bJfc 


CONNECTICUT 


38. S 


3o.7 


CD. 6 


OC 


-13.3a 


FLORIDA 


112.7 


151.6 


105. u 


34. 5> 


-6.6* 


GEORblfl 


A*) C 

63.5 


OC CI 

65.9 


CO c 

59.5 


0 CM 


OO 

-26. 7a 


LUUlSIflNA 


OA 1 


IK.o 


*f f 4 

7l« 1 




—01 1 ¥ 
-Cl. lA 


HARYUM) 


S3.h 


55.2 


36.2 


3.0A 


OA 

-26. 7? 


NICHIGAN 


134.0 


136.4 


QC 0 

33.6 


7 TV 


-26. 5> 


NEU JERSEY 


63.3 


107.5 


74.4 


29. 1* 


-10.7)t 


NEU YORK 


382.7 


351.5 


243.4 


16. 1« 


-19.6)t 


NORTH CAROLINA 


93.2 


80.1 


55.5 


-14.1* 


-40. 5X 


OHIO 


96.5 


112.6 


78.0 


16.7* 


-19.2* 


RHODE ISLAND 


10.4 


11.2 


7.6 


7.7* 


-25.0)' 


SOUTH CAROLINA 


58.0 


49.0 


33.9 


-15.5* 


-41.611 


TEXAS 


244.4 


246.9 


172.4 


1.6* 


-29.;* 


UTAH 


ie.2 


12.1 


6.4 


16.6* 


-17. 6< 


UASHIN6T0N 


41.6 


46.5 


32.2 


11.6* 


-22.6V 
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TABLE R5 

STATE FIWDB fiS fl PROPORTION OF FEDERAL FUNDS (HILLIONS (F DOaoRS) 
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRflNS 
1979-80 rtND 19BA-B5 



STATE 

CONNECTICUT 

FLOf?IDA 

GEORGIA 

LOUISIANA 

NARVLAND 

NICHIGflN 

m JERSEY 

NEW YORK 

NORTH CARaiNR 

OHIO 

RHODE laflND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
TEXAS 
UTAH 

WSHIN6T0N 



STATE FUNDS 
1979-88 

7.9 
28. C 
12.7 
NA 
U.7 
32.9 
68.3 
136.9 

8.0 
57.0 

2.8 

NA 
42.9 

1.8 
6.7 



FEDERAL FUNDS 
1979-88 

38.9 
112.7 
83.5 
98.1 
53.6 
134.8 
83.3 
382.7 
93.2 
%.5 
18.4 
58.8 
244.4 
18.2 
41.6 



STATE FUNDS AS PERCENT 
OF FEDERAL FUNDS 
1979-88 

22.7JC 
25.3* 
15.2* 
NA 
27.4>t 
24.6>t 
K.W 
45.2* 

8.61C 
59.UC 
19.2!t 

NA 
17.6JC 

9.8< 



STATE FUNDS 
1984-85 



FEDERAL FUNDS 
1984-85 



STATEUNDS AS PERCENT 
OFEDERAL FUNDS 
984-85 



6.4 


38.7 


16.51C 


34.4 


151.6 


22.7? 


1B.1 


85.9 


21.1* 


B.B 


18c. 6 


8.6S 


14. B 


55 2 


26. ax 


24.8 


138.4 


\7.3t 


88.0 


187.5 


B1.9K 


177.6 


351.5 


58.5lt 


8.8 


88.1 


ii.nt 


40.8 


112.6 


35. 5X 


2.8 


11.2 


17. 9< 


60.5 


49.8 


123. 5lt 


319.4 


248.9 


28. 3> 


8.9 


12.1 


7.4Jt 


18.5 


46.5 


22.61C 
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